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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-21 are presented for the examination. 

Double Patenting 

2. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970);and, In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 



3. Claims 1, 15 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of Patent (US 7,143,218 B2). Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because both 
computer systems comprise substantially the same elements, the different between claims 1,15 
of the application and the patent is the use of a control element. It would have been obvious to 
one of the ordinary skill level in the art to include the control since it was well known at the time 
of the invention to improve the efficiency, interactivity and flexibility of legacy user terminal 
interfaces with the control element to display the shortcut key. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1 1-14 are rejected as non-statutory because it is not tangibly embodied. 

Claim 1 1 defines a computer readable medium in the preamble. However, the 
specification discloses this medium in a carrier wave. Carrier waves are not the tangible medium; 
therefore, claims 1 1-14 are non-statutory. 

5. The language of claim 11-14 raise a question as to whether the claims are abstract idea 
and would not result in practical application producing a useful, concrete, and tangible result to 
form the basic of statutory subject matter under 35 U.S.C 101. For example, a first binding table 
for an application element, a second binding table for a control element are abstract ideas that 
do not produce any tangible result< e.g. just a though or just a compotation within a processor 
with is not out put to create a tangible result which enables the usefulness to be realized. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1, 15, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Numano 
(US. Patent 6,934778 B2) in view of Liebnow (US. Patent 5,881318). 

As to claim 1, Numano teaches the invention substantially as claimed including: a 
memory (A BIOS is stored in the BIOS-Rom 212, col 4, In 4-5), an input module that accepts 
input from a device (a key on the keyboard 1 1 is depressed by the user, col 4, In 7-10), a control 
element located at a control level (the control program 304, col 4, In 49-55/ Fig. 3), a table (the 
shortcut table 405, col 6, In 10-13/ Fig. 3), associated action (copy, cut, paste, col 6, In 15-20), 
the control element having a table of control bindings that connect input to associated action( col 
6, In 10-10), each control binding in the table of control bindings including a command binding 
and associated command handler( col 5, In 11-15) , a processor( a CPU 201, col 3, In 20-25), 
receive the input from the input module( col 9, In 15-20), pass the input to the control element,( 
col 4, In 21-23), the control element looking up a matching command binding associated with the 
input in the table of control bindings( col 6, In 9-15) . 

Numano does not explicitly teach invoke a command handler associated with the 
matching command binding if the matching binding is found in the table of control bindings. 
However, Liebenow teaches invoke a command handler associated with the matching command 
binding if the matching binding is found in the table of control bindings (if the keystroke 
FUNCTION Z is pressed. . . the controller signals this information to the BIOS. The BIOS then 
looks up in the look-up table that this keystroke corresponding to the STOP audio function, and 
signals the CD-ROM player to execute the STOP audio function, col 5, In 37-43/ Fig. 3). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify teaching of Numano and Liebnow because Liebnow's invoke a command 
handler associated with the matching command binding if the matching binding is found in the 
table of control bindings would improve the teaching of Numano' s system by permitting the 
control functionality to execute the keystroke codes regardless of what stand-alone program is 
running on the operating system. 

As to claims 15, 21, they are apparatus claims of claim 1; therefore, they are rejected for 
the same reason as claim 1 above. 

7. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Numano (US. 
Patent 6,934778 B2) in view of Liebnow (US. Patent 5,881318), as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Johnson et al (US. 5,761,420). 

As to claim 2, Numano teaches each control binding in the table of control bindings 
including a command binding and associated command handler (col 5, In 1 1-15), a processor (a 
CPU 201, col 3, In 20-25), receive the input from the input module (col 9, In 15-20), pass the 
input to the element, (col 4, In 21-23), the element looking up a matching command binding 
associated with the input in the table of control bindings (col 6, In 9-15) and Liebnow teaches 
invoke a command handler associated with the matching command binding if the matching 
binding is found in the table of control bindings( if the keystroke FUNCTION Z is pressed. . . , 
the controller signals this information to the BIOS. The BIOS then looks up in the look-up table 
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that this keystroke corresponding to the STOP audio function, and signals the CDROM player 
to execute the STOP audio function, col 5, In 37-43/ Fig. 3). 

Numano and Liebnow do not teach the application element having a table of application 
bindings that connect input to associated action. However, Johnson teaches the application 
element having a table of application bindings that connect input to associated action (a plurality 
of command map tables 50, one each for the well known editors such as MICROSOFT WORK, 
WordPerfect, LOTUS 1-2-2, etc. The set of command sequences 54 comprises the actual 
sequences of keystrokes to carry out the native command, col 4, In 23-28), the command map 
table 50 includes two sets of fields, a set of native commands 52 and a set of command 
sequences 54, col 4, In 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify teaching of Numano, Liebnow and Johnson because Johnson's the 
application element having a table of application bindings that connect input to associated action 
would improve the teaching of Numano and Liebnow's systems by providing a more efficient 
communication from one person to another or to several others to edit a document. 

8. Claims 3-10, 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Numano (US. Patent 6,934778 B2) in view of Liebnow (US. Patent 5,881318), as applied to 
claiml above, and further in view of Flinchem et al (US. 6,307,548 Bl). 

As to claim 3, Numano and Liebnow do not teach, a second control element with a 
second table of control bindings. However, Flinchem teaches, a second control element with a 
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second table of control bindings (present object lists [table] created dynamically by the 
disambiguating software process from a parent and a child in a vocabulary module tree. Object 
list 430 is an object list containing objects 1-N1 associated with a node representing two 
keystrokes. Object list 440 is an object list of all objects that are associated with a node 
representing three keystrokes, col 13, and In 53-60). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify teaching of Numano, Liebnow and Flinchem because Flinchem's a second 
control element with second table would improve the teaching of Numano and Liebnow' s 
systems by allowing a disambiguating system that minimizes the ambiguity of entered 
keystrokes and also maximizes the efficiency with which user can resolve any ambiguity during 
text entry. 

As to claim 4, Flinchem teaches passing of the input from the control element to the 
second control element is a bubble operation, and wherein the processor is programmed to 
perform a plurality of bubble operations until the matching command binding is found (col 12, In 
62-67). 

As to claim 5, Flinchem teaches the control element and the second control element each 
form a node in a tree (col 12, In 49-55), wherein the tree (includes a plurality of additional nodes, 
each additional node including a table of bindings)(col 13, In 55-63). 

As to claim 6, Liebenow teaches the table of control bindings includes at least a 
command binding, a command, and a command handler (Fig. 3). 

As to claim 7, Flinchem teaches pass a command associated with the matching command 
binding from the control element to the second control element (col 12, In 62-67). 
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As to claim 8, Liebnow teaches each control binding in the table of control bindings 
includes at least a command binding, a command, and a command handler (col 5, In 37-45/ Fig. 
3). 

As to claim 9, Flinchem teaches an application and a plurality of control elements 
associated with the application (col 12, In 48-53), wherein each of the plurality of control 
elements including a table of control bindings that connects input to associated action (col 13, In 
53-60). 

As to claim 10, Flinchem teaches the table of control bindings of each of the plurality of 
control elements differs for each control element (col 13, In 53-60). 

As to claims 17-20, they are apparatus claims of claims 3, 4, and 7; therefore, they are 
rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 4, 7 above. 

6. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Numano (US. 
Patent 6,934778 B2) in view of Johnson et al (US. 5,761,420). 

As to claim 11, Numano teaches a control element located at a control level (the control 
program 304, col 4, In 49-55/ Fig. 3), a table (the shortcut table 405, col 6, In 10-13/ Fig. 3), 
associated action (copy, cut, paste, col 6, In 15-20), the control element having a table of control 
bindings that connect input to associated action( col 6, In 10-10), each control binding in the 
table of control bindings including a command binding and associated command handler( col 5, 
In 11-15) 
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Numano and Liebnow do not teach the application element having a table of application 
bindings that connect input to associated action. However, Johnson teaches the application 
element having a table of application bindings that connect input to associated action (a plurality 
of command map tables 50, one each for the well known editors such as MICROSOFT WORK, 
WordPerfect, LOTUS 1-2-2, etc. The set of command sequences 54 comprises the actual 
sequences of keystrokes to carry out the native command, col 4, In 23-28), the command map 
table 50 includes two sets of fields, a set of native commands 52 and a set of command 
sequences 54, col 4, In 10-15). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify teaching of Numano and Johnson because Johnson's the application 
element having a table of application bindings that connect input to associated action would 
improve the teaching of Numano's system by providing a more efficient communication from 
one person to another or to several others to edit a document. 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Numano (US. 
Patent 6,934778 B2) in view of Johnson et al (US. 5,761,420) , as applied to claim 1 1 above, and 
further in view of Gibson (US. 6,313854 Bl). 

As to claim 12, Numano and Johson do not teach the application element and the control 
element form nodes in a tree. However, Gibson teaches the application element and the control 
element form nodes in a tree (a primary application window including several secondary 
windows ("child" windows) 3a, 3b, 3 c which are enclosed by parent window 1 . . . control of 
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objects (text, chart and graphics) within the child windows, col 1, In 22-32/ window control 
buttons are provided for parent window 1, col 2, In 23-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching of Numano, Johson and Gibson because Gibson's the 
application element and the control element form nodes in a tree would improve the teaching of 
Numano and Liebnow's sytems by allowing the user to extent more control over each frame 
without increasing the visual complexity. 

10. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Numano 
(US. Patent 6,934778 B2) in view of Johnson et al (US. 5,761,420), in view of Gibson (US. 
6,313854 Bl) and further in view of Flinchen et al (US 6,307548). 

As to claim 13, Numano, Johnson and Gibson do not teach plurality of additional nodes, 
each node of the plurality of additional nodes including a table. However, Flinchem teaches 
plurality of additional nodes, each node of the plurality of additional nodes including a table 
(present object lists [table] created dynamically by the disambiguating software process from a 
parent and a child in a vocabulary module tree. Object list 430 is an object list containing objects 
1-N1 associated with a node representing two keystrokes. Object list 440 is an object list of all 
objects that are associated with a node representing three keystrokes, col 13, In 53-60). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify teaching of Numano, Johnson, Gibson and Flinchem because Flinchem's a 
second control element with second table would improve the teaching of Numano, Johnson and 
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Gibson's systems by allowing a disambiguating system that minimizes the ambiguity of entered 
keystrokes and also maximizes the efficiency with which user can resolve any ambiguity during 
text entry. 

As to claim 14, Flinchem teaches the binding of at least one of the first bindings includes 
a field indicating if the binding is enabled (col 22, In 49-53). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LeChi Truong whose telephone number is ( 571) 272 3767. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomson, William can be reached on (571) 272 3718. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR of Public PAIP. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIP 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9 197(toll-free). 
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